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Abstract 
This dissertation was written as part of the MSc in Strategic Product Design at the 
International Hellenic University.  
It is an exploratory review on how brands build honesty, as well as its effect on 
essential brand aspects, such as brand trust and brand performance. A survey has 
been conducted online, gathering 252 responses from an equal number of Greek-
speaking participants, aged from 20 to 39 years old. While the topic was previously 
overlooked by literature, this paper presents promising results on customers’ 
eagerness to reward honesty, by paying a price premium and increased positive word-
of-mouth to their social circle. A slight association of honesty with a brand’s offerings’ 
quality is also noticeable. It additionally uncovers potential issues to current brand trust 
models, as outcomes suggest that some should be considered as outdated. 
For brand honesty to exist, a brand needs to be strongly associated with other traits. 
While honesty is categorized to sincere characteristics, as shown on Aaker’s (1997) 
model, outcomes point that is primarily correlated with traits related to competence, 
such as reliability, security, or being up to date. On the contrary, ruggedness attributes 
(Western, Tough) and Upper-Class had a negative association. Honest brands should 
also act accordingly, in terms of human resources, communications, and crisis 
management practices, among others.  
I would like to thank my supervisor, Dr. Eleni Mavragani; this was an incredible journey, 
and she helped me not to stray from my path. The same goes for my close friends and 
family, as these were the people who encouraged me. And, finally, as Google Scholar’s 
favorite quote says, “stand on the shoulders of giants”, this paper would not have been 
possible without all its sources; special thanks to all scientist that worked from their 
areas of expertise, to provide knowledge to this paper, and the world. 
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Introduction 
Over the course of the past decades, an undisputed power transfer is on the move. 
Consumers emerge as a formidable force within the business world, due to several 
factors, including increased competition, leading to extended freedom of choice 
(Gabriel and Lang, 2015), and extended information due to the rapid technological 
developments of the 20th and 21st centuries (Thaler and Tucker, 2013).  
Appealing to customers has always been a primary entrepreneurship goal, regardless 
of the sector. However, doing so by solely focusing on quality offerings will just not do. 
Customers now need more than that; they need entities that can identify, entities that 
can set apart from the competition. Through proper branding, differentiation can be 
achieved. Creating, maintaining, and nurturing a unique brand identity tailored for 
specific target groups can win over the hearts of consumers. 
Therefore, understanding which characteristics a brand should have, in order to better 
appeal to its audience, is extremely complex. Many tools and models have been 
developed, over the years, to assist with such a task. One of the most prominent of its 
kind, Kapferer’s brand identity prism, clusters a brand’s identity as a combination of 
characteristics that can be categorized into six different facets: Physique, Personality, 
Relationships, Culture, Reflection, and Self-Image (2012).  
Each facet has its unique characteristics, as well. For example, brand personality has 
inspired various measuring scales, with the most notable being the “Dimensions of 
brand personality” scale (J. Aaker, 1997). The model includes 5 big categories: 
Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, Sophistication, and Ruggedness.  
A brand should also be trusted, as brands exist to provide added value that minimizes 
perceived risks (Kapferer, 2012); so, increased brand trust is instrumental for its 
success, and honesty might be instrumental in achieving higher levels of brand trust. 
Many proposed models on measuring brand trust include, to an extent, honesty 
(Morgan & Hunt, 1994) (Hess, 1995) (Mukherjee and Nath, 2007), while some initial 
research on the topic suggests that honesty may even lead to brand love (Albert and 
Merunka, 2013). 
There is currently a lack of research concerning brand honesty. This paper, based on 
the existing literature and primary, survey-collected data, will be an initial attempt to 
define honesty’s importance, assisting further research on the subject. Ultimately, 
defining brand honesty and measuring its effects on consumers and other brand 
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aspects can result in useful managerial implications.  
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Literature Review 
Brands' pivotal role in the business world has been firmly established over the course 
of the 20th century. David Aaker’s pioneering book on managing brand equity (1991), 
stresses how brands can lead to differentiation, one of the most distinct characteristics 
and ultimate goals of modern marketing. The need for differentiation, in general, has 
been initially explored amidst the past century, presenting its necessity, and pinpointing 
marketing as the most effective way of differentiating offerings (Smith, 1956) (Levitt, 
1980).  
Term-wise, defining brands is highly debatable. Kapferer (2012), in an effort to capture 
the multidimensionality of the term, defined a brand as “a name that symbolizes a long-
term engagement, crusade or commitment to a unique set of values, embedded into 
products, services, and behaviors, which make the organization, person or product 
stand apart or stand out”. In a more abstract manner, Kotler abstractly considers a 
brand “as an offering from a known source” (2016). Finally, the American Marketing 
Association (AMA) description of a brand as “a name, term, design, symbol, or any 
other feature that identifies one seller's goods or service as distinct from those of other 
sellers” (2020), can be characterized as quite traditional. 
It is established that, through branding, differentiation can be achieved, allowing 
customers to identify a specific entity apart from the competition. AMA’s definition 
centers on the brand’s elements, such as its names, terms, designs, symbols, etc., 
known as brand elements. However, Kapferer (2012) and Keller (2013) both argue that 
it is much more than that; the former mentions how values expressed through an 
entity’s offerings and actions are key for differentiation to be accomplished, while the 
latter acknowledges that there are more on the picture than the brand elements. 
So, to differentiate, one cannot afford to stay indifferent and just focus on the basics. 
Kapferer (2012) supports that, except for a core mission and core values, a brand must 
have a separate, unique identity that can be correctly defined with the brand identity 
prism, comprised of six different characteristics: Physique, Personality, Relationships, 
Culture, Reflection, and Self-Image. The prism’s axes separate the above facets, 
depending on the externalization (social outwardness) or internalization (heavily 
incorporated within the brand) focus, for the horizontal axis, or the party forming the 
specific characteristic (sender or recipient), for the vertical axis. 
The top-right corner of the prism is dedicated to a brand’s personality, a facet that is 
both controlled and embedded within the brand itself. To better define this facet, many 
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brand personality scales have been developed over the years, with one of the most 
prominent being the work of Jennifer Aaker (1997). Her “dimensions of brand 
personality” paper created a model to measure the “big five” dimensions for brand 
personalities, in a similar fashion to the big five dimensions used to conceptualize 
human identities. The model included 42 characteristics that can be categorized into 
the following big five dimensions: Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, Sophistication, 
and Ruggedness. Honesty as a characteristic is, indeed, included in the model, 
categorizing it to Sincerity. 
It is important to note that “Dimensions of brand personality”, while very successful and 
widely used, has also been subjected to criticism. Azoulay and Kapferer (2003) 
underline how many of the model’s characteristics can be found to other facets of the 
brand identity prism, thus creating confusion, while many others have tried to improve 
the model due to definition, generalizability, or cultural issues, among others (Kumar, 
2018). 
Before moving on, it is essential to also review the importance of brand and consumer 
trust. Brand trust’s value is established, as it influences attitudinal and purchase loyalty 
(Matzler, Grabner-Kräuter & Bidmon, 2006) (Chaudhuri and Holbrook, 2001), as well 
as on-brand effect (Gecti and Zengin, 2013), both factors considered as highly 
important for increased brand performance. Kapferer (2012) argues that brands exist to 
provide added value that minimizes perceived risks; if no perceived risks existed 
regarding consumer decisions, brands would not hold any significance in the business 
world. Customers increasingly tend to prefer brands that they can trust; and winning 
over this confidence does not come easy.  
Many papers concentrated on understanding how a specific brand can win the trust of 
consumers, from various standpoints. One of the first models of its kind, Morgan & 
Hunt’s model on relationship marketing (1994) mostly based trust on shared values, 
communication as positive factors, and opportunistic behavior as negative factors, 
defining that trust exists “when one party has confidence in the exchange partner’s 
reliability and integrity”. Hess (1995) focused on reliability, honesty, and altruism, 
among others, as main contributors for trust from a consumer relations perspective. On 
the other hand, Mukherjee and Nath’s paper on electronic trust in online retailing 
(2007) included two more antecedents, basing trust on shared values, communication, 
opportunistic behavior, privacy, and security, as these two are necessary for online 
transactions. Lastly, in their efforts to create a multi-dimensional brand trust model, 
Gecti and Zengin (2013) concluded to the dimensions of credibility, integrity & 
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benevolence. Their model does pay attention to honesty, including it as a sub 
dimension to integrity.  
It is increasingly visible that models tend to put a significant amount of emphasis on 
brand honesty as a measure to increase brand trust, and as a significant characteristic 
for a brand’s personality. Honesty is also quite prominent for other business functions, 
directly linked to trust (Gintis and Khurana, 2006) (Frankel, 2005), while is also highly 
valued across different cultures (Covin, 1974).  
Brand honesty, as a standalone term, is not thoroughly reviewed in academic literature. 
Albert and Merunka’s model on brand love (2013) use the term, concluding that a 
brand’s honesty and reliability, elements that greatly influence brand trust, can even 
lead to brand love. Brand honesty is also connected to corporate social responsibility 
campaigns, as altruistic and non-altruistic brands pursue the perception of brand 
honesty, having different motivations (Bigné‐Alcañiz, Currás‐Pérez and 
Sánchez‐García, 2009).  
The effects of honesty on a corporate level have also been examined by literature. 
Responding with honesty for poor corporate performance is determined of high value 
for markets (Chance, Cicon and Ferris, 2015). Disclosure to customers can also have 
Word-of-Mouth benefits, while failure to do so can hurt a brand’s credibility (Abendroth 
and Heyman, 2013). Additionally, staying honest and producing quality goods and 
services can potentially lead to earning higher CSR recognition than traditional CSR 
actions (O’Connor and Meister, 2008).  
Defining brand honesty can be troubling, especially due to the lack of term usage. 
Additionally, honesty, at least a human characteristic, can also be translated and 
interpreted differently among various languages; some terms are truthful, honest, fair, 
just, sincere, faithful, and loyal (Ashton, Lee and Son, 2000). For the needs of this 
paper, we can develop the term from the brand’s perspective, as “a brand’s effort to 
collectively act based on the principle of honesty”, and from the customer’s point of 
view, as “a person’s recognition and perception, that the specific brand acts based on 
the principle of honesty”.  
To summarize, honesty arguably has the potential to increase a brand’s performance 
overall, with positive effects on a brand’s trust and perception. Taking into 
consideration the connection between brand honesty and corporate social 
responsibility, a similar paradigm can refer to what drives sustainability strategies; 
Strategic Direction’s report on using sustainability-driven information (2006) states that 
70% of respondents considered current and potential customers as key drivers for a 
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focus on sustainability. Additionally, a considerable share of customers appears to 
condone paying a premium for products marketed as sustainable, in various sectors 
(Harris, 2007) (Sellers, 2016); and they have also shown 5.6x faster growth compared 
to non-sustainable ones, within the 2013-2018 period for the US market (Kronthal-
Sacco and Whelan, 2013). Honesty, within the business world, can potentially turn from 
just an extra to a protagonist, and it is important to understand to which extent it is 
valued by consumers worldwide.  
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Research Design & Methodology 
Since the research focuses on potential changes for brand honesty that may have 
been influenced by the drastic social, economic, and technological changes of the first 
2 decades of the 21st century, the survey will focus on attracting young adult Greeks or 
Greek residents. Respondents should be within 20 to 39 years of age since people 
from 1980 and onwards can be roughly considered as “digital natives” (Bennett, Maton 
and Kervin, 2008), while they start making their own purchase decisions.  
This paper will attempt to measure the importance of brand honesty, using primary 
data collected through a survey, and based on the already existing literature, focusing 
on the customer perspective. The survey will be conducted online, due to force 
majeure, distributed through social media.  It focuses on Greek citizens or residents. 
Given the difficulties in attracting the necessary number of respondents for the 
research to have a substantial confidence factor, it is impossible to conduct this survey 
on a bigger scale, or even to a European level, although such results would hold 
tremendous importance.  
The research was conducted within the 2020-2021 period, amidst the second wave of 
COVID-19 in Greece. The lockdown measures enforced by the Greek government 
forbade conducting the survey on an offline basis, while other methods (telephone, 
mail) were excluded due to their impracticalities and infeasibilities. Accessing the email 
lists of other alumni is possible for dissemination research, but their usage was avoided 
due to the limited nature of the respondents. Social media dissemination on Facebook 
was chosen as the best measure, distributing it to Facebook groups of different topics 
and audience sizes. In November 2020, the starting month of the survey’s 
dissemination, Facebook accounted for 6.43 mil Greek users, according to some 
estimates (Johnson, 2021).  
Based on ELSTAT’s 2011 data (20/3/2014 revised), the most recent Greek population 
census, Greek permanent residents, aged from 20 to 39 years old, accounted for 
2986172 people. As the census has been conducted over a decade ago, it is important 
to note that a decrease to this age group (20-39) is imminent; this census’ population 
pyramid indicates that the then 20-39 age group accounted for 2986172 people 
(1524286 males, 1461886 females), while the then 10-29 age group accounted for 
2423573 people (1248917 males, 1174656 females); a decrease of 18.84%.  
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Considering all the above, the survey will aim for a minimum of 69 respondents (90% 
confidence level, 10% margin of error). The ideal target will be to reach more than 385 
responses (95% confidence level, 5% margin of error).  
To ensure the quality of the responses, an email address will be required on the first 
page of the survey. Nevertheless, to protect the identity of the respondent, no other 
personal data will be necessary. On the other hand, to cancel answers from people not 
belonging within the target group, an “age” and “residency” question will be included on 
the first page. Respondents with age or residence that do not adhere to the research 
standards will not be able to complete the form in its entirety, redirecting them from 
submitting the form right away. In cases of errors (system’s conditional logic 
malfunctions, users' failure to scroll & see all the answers, system’s inability to enforce 
users to answer specific questions, etc.), the individual response will be deleted 
manually. There are two versions of the form, in Greek and in English (created just for 
non-discrimination purposes, in case it is requested by participants); both are based on 
google forms. 
The survey is to include sections determining how brand honesty is perceived from 
customers, how it may influence an attitude towards the brand and brand trust, and to 
which extent customers may choose a brand dedicated to honesty, compared to 
others. 
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Hypotheses 
H1 Brand honesty is not solely associated with sincere dimensions of brand 
personality. 
Participants will have to answer based on Aaker’s (1997) model; 41 dimensions of 
brand personality will be used for the analysis research, excluding the 42nd 
characteristic, honesty; within the model, it is a sub-trait of sincerity, alongside with 
down-to-earth, family-oriented, small-town, sincere, real, wholesome, original, cheerful, 
sentimental & friendly. Honesty as a human characteristic is strongly connected with 
terms like truthful, fair, just, sincere, faithful, and loyal (Ashton, Lee and Son, 2000). 
However, taking into consideration various brand trust models, (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) 
(Hess, 1995) (Mukherjee and Nath, 2007), participants do not only associate honesty 
with these characteristics. The research aims to discover correlations between various 
brand personality attributes, based on Aaker’s model. A 5-point Likert scale (1 – 
Strongly Disagree, 3 – Neutral, 5 – Strongly Agree) was to be used, to ask participants 
if they believe that there is a connection between the trait-in-question and 
honesty. Albeit the criticism of the model (Azoulay and Kapferer, 2003) (Kumar, 2018), 
its usage was still considered as the best option. Due to this paper’s introductory 
nature, searching for brand traits that can be associated with honesty in general, there 
is no need to limit the search according to the “brand personality” facet of Kapferer, as 
portrayed by his brand identity prism (2012).   
H2 Specific business activities are connected with brand honesty. 
Conscious customers will expect specific actions to understand if a brand can be 
considered as honest. A variety of examples of activities will be provided within the 
research, related to crisis management, communication practices, transparency 
practices, digital marketing actions, corporate social responsibility, and human 
resources treatment and practices. A 5-point Likert scale (1 – Strongly Disagree, 3 – 
Neutral, 5 – Strongly Agree) was to be used, to ask participants if they believe that 
each activity is connected with honesty. Respondents may also provide their own 
examples of actions.  
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H3 Brand honesty has a prevalently positive effect on brand trust. 
While this has already been proven by previous models, as analyzed above, it is 
important to review the importance of honesty to brand trust. Attributes provided by 
three different models (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) (Hess, 1995) (Mukherjee and Nath, 
2007), are being examined: Altruistic behavior, Honesty, Open & sincere 
communication, Privacy, Security, Shared values, and Reliability. A 5-point Likert scale 
(1 – Strongly Disagree, 3 – Neutral, 5 – Strongly Agree) was to be used, to ask 
participants if they believe that each attribute is important for brand trust. Respondents 
also had to choose the 3 most important attributes, from the above list, to review the 
most important influencers of brand trust. Based on the last question, a final score is to 
be calculated for all characteristics, to define the ones holding the most importance for 
the sample. 
H4 Brand honesty makes customers willingly pay more for an honest brand’s 
products or services. 
Consumers can be considered as more conscious, compared to previous years. Like 
cases related to sustainability, customers could be willing to choose honest brands, 
even if that translates to paying a premium. Similar reports and papers have been 
conducted for sustainable products, with promising results (Harris, 2007) (Sellers, 
2016). An 11-point Likert scale (0% to 100%, each point in between adding 10%) was 
to be used, questioning their intent to pay more for an honest brand’s offerings. To 
compare the results, an 11-point Likert scale (0% to 100%, each point in between 
adding 10%) was to be used, questioning their intent to pay more for offerings 
originating from a brand that they trust. 
H5 Brand honesty has positive Word-of-Mouth (WoM) effects 
Proper disclosure to customers is important for Word-of-Mouth (WoM) (Abendroth and 
Heyman, 2013). Being honest to customers could, potentially, attract positive attention, 
leading to increased WoM. Two 5-point Likert scales (1 – Not Possible, 5 – Very 
Probable) were to be used, regarding the respondent’s intent to recommend a specific 
brand due to its honesty to an acquaintance, friend, or relative, and encourage an 
acquaintance, friend, or relative to buy an honest brand’s offerings. 
  -11- 
H6 Brand honesty has positive effects on the brand and the brand’s offerings 
perception. 
Honesty and quality offerings have been linked as ways to appear more socially 
responsible (O’Connor and Meister, 2008). There could be a correlation between these 
two aspects, as both can be considered as good business practices. A 5-point Likert 
scale (1 – Strongly Disagree, 3 – Neutral, 5 – Strongly Agree) was to be used, to ask 
participants if they believe honest brands offered products or services are of better 
quality. 
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Findings 
The survey initiated gathering data on November 25, 2020, concluding on January 8, 
2021, running for 44 consecutive days. As already mentioned, the survey was 
disseminated through Facebook groups of different topics and audience sizes. This, 
conclusively, led to 326 submissions. However, a significant amount of the above was 
considered invalid, thus had to be excluded, due to the following reasons: 
• Age of respondents did not adhere to the research standards (less than 20 or more 
than 40 years old). 
• Respondents are not current Greek residents, for at least 5 years, thus not 
currently living in any Greek geographical areas.  
• Respondents failed to use the form properly 
o Left required questions unanswered, probably due to system errors 
o  Did not scroll to see all the points of Likert-scaled questions, thus only replied 
with answers from 1 to 2 or 1 to 3.  
• Respondents were not replying in a truthful manner, choosing max 2 options, and 
most usually only one option per question (ex. neutral for all Likert scales). 
• Submissions with the same email. In such a case, only the first one is kept, to 
ensure the respondents’ credible answers.  
Due to all the above, the sample accepted submissions account for 252 participants: a 
22.7% decrease of the original respondents.  
Demographics Analysis 
The sample is comprised of 252 valid responses, all from Greek residents, aged 
between 20 to 39 years old. The survey requested different demographic-related 
questions, concerning their age group, geographical location, completed education, 
employment status, and salary level. Analyzing the data presents the diaspora of 
respondents, which can be considered as mostly sufficient. An aggregate view of the 
sample’s demographics can be seen in table 1 below.  
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Table 1: Sample’s Demographic Analysis (Age, Employment, Salaries) 
Age Groups 
Age Groups ν % 
20-24 49 19.44% 
25-29 87 34.52% 
30-34 53 21.03% 
35-39 63 25.00% 
SUM 252 100.00% 
Employment 
Τύπος Εργασίας ν % 
Unemployed 37 14.68% 
Student 46 18.25% 
Part Time Position 10 3.97% 
Full Time Position 105 41.67% 
Freelancer/Self-Employed 36 14.29% 
Remote/Flexible Position 8 3.17% 
Business Owner 10 3.97% 
SUM 252 100.00% 
Salaries 
Βαθμίδες εισοδημάτων ν % 
0-9.999 127 50.40% 
10.000 - 19.999 90 35.71% 
20.000 - 29.999 23 9.13% 
30.000 - 39.999 7 2.78% 
40.000 + 5 1.98% 
SUM 252 100% 
 
The survey’s biggest pitfall, demographic-wise, is that it gathered a disproportionate 
number of women (171, 67.86% of the sample) compared to men (80, 31.25%). One 
respondent (0.4%) preferred not to mention any gender. Specific limitations due to 
these facts are stated below. To combat this issue, there will be separate analyses for 
both genders in cases means appear to be significantly different. 
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Age-wise, most respondents belong to the 25-29 group (87, 34.52%), while all other 
age groups showing a more even distribution of answers; decade wise, people are 
more equally dispersed (20-29: 136, 53.97%. 30-39: 116, 46.03%). Most respondents 
are currently employed full time (105, 41.67%), are students (46, 18.25%), or 
unemployed (14.68%), while the majority earns between 0 - 9.999€ (127, 50.40%); a 
smaller, but significant percentage of people (90, 35.71%) earns between 10.000 to 
19.999€.  
A gender-based demographic analysis was needed, due to the gender disparity. 
However, no extremely significant percentage differences were noticed; see tables 1, 2 
and 3 of the appendix, for more information.  
Analysis of the Respondents Educational Attainment 
For a better understanding of results regarding the respondents’ education, all answers 
have to be transferred to Greece’s NQF qualification framework (Eurydice - European 
Commission, 2017), as seen in table 4 of the appendix. Level 3 is absent, as no such 
option was given to respondents, to avoid confusion. While Level 7 and Level 8 are 
different, a single group will be used for both (from now Level 7 – 8), due to an 
extremely low amount of Doctorate holders (3, 1.19%).  
Thus, education-wise, the sample will be grouped as follows. 
Table 2: Sample's Education (Based on NQF) 
NQF Level ν % Men  % Women % 
Level 4 48 19.05% 17  21.25% 31 18.13% 
Level 5 26 10.32% 6  7.50% 20 11.70% 
Level 6 106 42.06% 38  47.50% 67 39.18% 
Level 7-8 72 28.57% 19  23.75% 53 30.99% 
SUM 252 100.00% 80  100.00% 171 100.00% 
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Geographical Analysis 
Concerning the geographical distribution of the respondents, the results show a similar 
pattern to the ones appearing in the Greek 2021 census, with slight alterations. Attica 
and Central Macedonia regions contain the majority (ELSTAT Data: 52%, Sample 
Data: 67%), as was expected, while other areas follow. There is a greater 
concentration in the two biggest metropolitan areas, however, this can be attributed to 
the target group’s age, employment status, and education (ex. 46 respondents, 18.25% 
of the sample, stated their employment status as students), this trend is easily justified. 
You may the comparable pie charts between ELSTAT’s and the sample’s data in the 
appendix, while the geographical analysis of the sample appears below.  
Table 3: Sample’s Geographic Distribution 
Περιοχή ν % Men % Women % 
Eastern Macedonia & Thrace 18 7.14% 9 11.25% 9 5.26% 
Attica 107 42.46% 31 38.75% 75 43.86% 
Northern Aegean 4 1.59% 2 2.50% 2 1.17% 
Western Macedonia 6 2.38% 1 1.25% 5 2.92% 
Western Greece 6 2.38% 2 2.50% 4 2.34% 
Epirus 10 3.97% 3 3.75% 7 4.09% 
Thessaly 7 2.78% 0 0.00% 7 4.09% 
Ionian Islands 5 1.98% 2 2.50% 3 1.75% 
Central Macedonia 64 25.40% 24 30.00% 40 23.39% 
Crete 9 3.57% 1 1.25% 8 4.68% 
Southern Aegean 5 1.98% 2 2.50% 3 1.75% 
Peloponnese 7 2.78% 2 2.50% 5 2.92% 
Central Greece 4 1.59% 1 1.25% 3 1.75% 
SUM 252 100.00% 80 100.00% 171 100.00% 
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Brand Characteristics correlated with Honesty 
Based on the 41 attributes of Aaker’s brand personality scale, all valid respondents 
(n=252) established connections between each trait-in-question and honesty, the 42nd 
characteristic of the model. As hypothesized, results show that honesty is not only 
correlated with traits of the “sincerity” group, although almost all scored higher than 
average (3), except “Sentimental” (μ= 2.794, σ= 1.001). “Wholesome” (μ= 3.722, σ= 
1.001) “Real” (μ= 3.698, σ= 1.024) and “Sincere” (μ= 3.619, σ= 0.997) were among the 
ones with the greatest score; nonetheless, other traits outperformed them. For all 
relevant values, expect “Cheerful” and “Sentimental” (mode=3), the most usual given 
answer (mode) was 4. The median was 4 as well, except for “Family-oriented”, “Small-
town”, “Cheerful”, and “Sentimental” (median=3). Table 4 presents relevant results 
below. 
Table 4: Sincere Characteristics correlated with Honesty (both genders) 
 
Strongly 





earth 6 30 83 118 15 3.421 0.864 
Family-
oriented 9 34 96 98 15 3.302 0.904 
Small-town 11 33 87 105 16 3.325 0.935 
Sincere 8 28 59 114 43 3.619 0.997 
Real 7 27 58 103 57 3.698 1.024 
Wholesome 6 24 52 122 48 3.722 0.958 
Original 8 38 66 103 37 3.488 1.020 
Cheerful 12 43 90 82 25 3.258 1.010 
Sentimental 22 79 92 47 12 2.794 1.001 
Friendly 13 27 74 112 26 3.440 0.990 
  
As a matter of fact, “Wholesome” is the fourth most correlated with honesty. “Reliable” 
(μ= 3.952, σ= 0.973) “Up-to-date” (μ= 3.865, σ= 0.859), “Secure” (μ= 3.798, σ= 0.979), 
and “Technical” (μ= 3.718, σ= 0.921) enjoyed the highest scores of the lists, as seen 
from table 5.  
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Table 5: Characteristics mostly correlated with Honesty (both genders) 
 
Strongly 




Reliable 4 19 44 103 82 3.952 0.973 
Up-to-date 4 13 49 133 53 3.865 0.859 
Secure 7 18 55 111 61 3.798 0.979 
Wholesome 6 24 52 122 48 3.722 0.958 
Technical 4 22 62 117 47 3.718 0.921 
 
Tables 6 and 7 below focus on the results per gender. Males do seem to have different 
associations for honesty, correlating an honest brand with “Reliable” (μ=3.913, 
σ=1.034), “Secure” (μ=3.800, σ=0.986), and “Up-to-date” (μ=3.775, σ=0.968) traits. 
Original (σ=0.969), Technical (σ=0.995), and Real (σ=1.032) have the same average 
(μ=3.650).  
Table 6: Characteristics mostly correlated with Honesty (males) 
 
Strongly 




Reliable 2 7 13 32 26 3.913 1.034 
Secure 2 5 21 31 21 3.800 0.986 
Up-to-
date 2 6 18 36 18 3.775 0.968 
Real 2 10 19 32 17 3.650 1.032 
Original 3 6 20 38 13 3.650 0.969 
Technical 2 9 19 35 15 3.650 0.995 
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Due to the sample’s disproportionality, on the other hand, females have a more similar 
ranking with the one seen for both genders. 
Table 7: Characteristics mostly correlated with Honesty (Females) 
 
Strongly 




Reliable 2 12 31 71 55 3.965 0.945 
Up-to-date 2 7 30 97 35 3.912 0.803 
Wholesome 3 14 34 85 35 3.789 0.922 
Secure 5 13 34 80 39 3.789 0.977 
Technical 1 13 43 82 32 3.766 0.863 
 
The consensus, even when analyzing other demographic groups regarding Age, 
Education, and Salary levels, show that “Reliable” is the characteristic most associated 
with honesty, except for the Level 7-8 education group, ranking it to the second place 
(μ= 3.764), behind “up-to-date” (μ= 3.847). The latter attribute remains at the second 
place for most demographic groups, while “secure” usually score the third-highest, with 
some exceptions (“Sincere” for the 20-24 age group, “Real” for the Level 5 education 
group, “Wholesome” for the 0-9.999 salary group, and “Original” for the 35-39 age 
group). 
On the other side of the coin, visible from table 8’s data, specific characteristics seem 
to be highly counter-intuitive for honesty in branding. Western (μ= 2.464, σ=0.954), 
Upper-Class (μ= 2.464, σ=1.120) and Rigid (μ= 2.484, σ=1.000) have the worst 
rankings, with tough (μ= 2.671, σ=0.989) and sentimental (μ=2.794, σ=1.001) following 
behind. 
  -20- 










58 76 72 35 11 2.464 1.120 
Western 46 77 98 28 3 2.464 0.954 
Rigid 46 80 90 30 6 2.484 1.000 
Tough 35 68 99 45 5 2.671 0.989 
Sentimental 22 79 92 47 12 2.794 1.001 
 
Gender-wise, according to tables 9 and 10, “Western”, “Upper-Class”, and “Rigid” are, 
indeed, the three most negatively related with honesty traits, but in a different order. 
“Western” (μ= 2.439, σ= 0.958), “Rigid” (μ= 2.450, σ= 1.018), and “Upper-Class” (μ= 
2.474, σ= 1.097) contrasted honesty, according to the sample’s females. On the other 
hand, “Upper-Class” (μ= 2.463, σ= 1.169) felt as highly unrelated to honesty for males, 
while “Western” (μ= 2.538, σ= 0.941) and “Rigid” (μ= 2.575, σ= 0.952) followed. All 
other demographic groups seem to share the same thoughts regarding the three 
mentioned characteristics, as they had the worst average rankings among all other 
traits.  
  Table 9: Characteristics contrasted with Honesty (Females) 
 
Strongly 




Western 33 52 66 18 2 2.439 0.958 
Rigid 35 52 60 20 4 2.450 1.018 
Upper 
Class 37 53 51 23 7 2.474 1.097 
Tough 24 45 73 26 3 2.643 0.962 
Sentimental 15 53 64 32 7 2.784 0.985 
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Table 10: Characteristics contrasted with Honesty (Males) 
 
Strongly 





Class 20 23 21 12 4 2.463 1.169 
Western 12 25 32 10 1 2.538 0.941 
Rigid 10 28 30 10 2 2.575 0.952 
Tough 10 23 26 19 2 2.750 1.037 
Feminine 13 11 39 13 4 2.800 1.060 
 
As visible from the statistical analysis provided below (table 11), kurtosis and skewness 
for the whole sample are both considered normal, for most values, as the answers 
were properly distributed. “Up-to-date” recorded the highest related values (1.019, -
0.837), as respondents gave the most “4 – Agree” answers. Likewise, “Reliable” has a 
kurtosis value of -0.821, as it received the most “5 – Strongly Agree” answers. “Upper-
Class” received the most “1 – Strongly Disagree” replies, and “Rigid” received the most 
“2 – Disagree” answers. 
Table 11: Section 1 Descriptive Statistical Analysis 
Characteristic μ Median Mode σ Kurtosis Skewness 
Confidence 
Level(95.0%) 
Down-to-earth 3.421 4 4 0.864 0.165 -0.593 0.107 
Family-
oriented 3.302 3 4 0.904 0.014 -0.438 0.112 
Small-town 3.325 3 4 0.935 0.021 -0.545 0.116 
Sincere 3.619 4 4 0.997 0.006 -0.636 0.124 
Real 3.698 4 4 1.024 -0.161 -0.603 0.127 
Wholesome 3.722 4 4 0.958 0.269 -0.732 0.119 
Original 3.488 4 4 1.020 -0.405 -0.433 0.127 
Cheerful 3.258 3 3 1.010 -0.393 -0.232 0.125 
Sentimental 2.794 3 3 1.001 -0.418 0.183 0.124 
Friendly 3.440 4 4 0.990 0.126 -0.652 0.123 
Daring 3.171 3 3 0.927 -0.120 -0.225 0.115 
Trendy 2.909 3 3 1.131 -0.735 0.114 0.140 
Exciting 3.004 3 3 1.039 -0.616 -0.115 0.129 
Spirited 3.302 3 4 1.016 -0.291 -0.426 0.126 
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Cool 3.139 3 4 1.053 -0.588 -0.260 0.131 
Young 3.139 3 3 1.053 -0.524 -0.157 0.131 
Imaginative 3.365 3 3 0.983 -0.037 -0.405 0.122 
Unique 3.234 3 3 1.012 -0.281 -0.228 0.126 
Up-to-date 3.865 4 4 0.859 1.019 -0.837 0.107 
Independent 3.393 3 4 0.970 -0.086 -0.407 0.120 
Contemporary 3.563 4 4 0.893 -0.022 -0.379 0.111 
Reliable 3.952 4 4 0.973 0.224 -0.821 0.121 
Hard working 3.548 4 4 0.958 0.220 -0.575 0.119 
Secure 3.798 4 4 0.979 0.366 -0.765 0.121 
Intelligent 3.548 4 4 0.971 0.129 -0.570 0.120 
Technical 3.718 4 4 0.921 0.104 -0.582 0.114 
Corporate 3.087 3 3 0.990 -0.289 -0.027 0.123 
Successful 3.242 3 4 0.998 -0.338 -0.405 0.124 
Leader 3.115 3 3 0.981 -0.249 -0.105 0.122 
Confident 3.472 4 4 1.004 -0.153 -0.460 0.125 
Upper Class 2.464 2 2 1.120 -0.633 0.365 0.139 
Glamorous 2.873 3 3 1.089 -0.650 -0.006 0.135 
Good looking 3.071 3 3 1.050 -0.503 -0.206 0.130 
Charming 2.964 3 3 1.057 -0.494 -0.091 0.131 
Feminine 2.865 3 3 1.051 -0.375 -0.121 0.130 
Masculine 2.833 3 3 1.066 -0.352 0.019 0.132 
Outdoorsy 3.234 3 3 1.073 -0.451 -0.284 0.133 
Smooth 3.278 3 4 0.967 -0.189 -0.422 0.120 
Tough 2.671 3 3 0.989 -0.586 -0.047 0.123 
Western 2.464 3 3 0.954 -0.564 0.061 0.118 
Rigid 2.484 2.5 3 1.000 -0.453 0.213 0.124 
 
All the above do confirm H1 to a great extent; for both genders, the top three attributes 
associated with honesty are not categorized as “Sincere” to Aaker’s model. 
Additionally, even though traits of the same category had high means in general, 
results show that specific sincere characteristics can even have a negative association 
with honesty, as seen with the “sentimental” trait. An overview of the section can be 
found in the following graphs below. 
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Graph 1: Characteristics Correlated with Honesty (Frequency) 
 
Graph 2: Characteristics Correlated with Honesty (μ & σ) 
 
  -24- 
Brand Actions correlated with Honesty 
The next section of the questionnaire included 15 different questions related to Crisis 
Management (3), Transparency Practices (4), Digital Marketing Practices (2) + 
Communication Practices (2), Corporate Social Responsibility (2), and Human 
Resources practices (2) that could potentially associate a specific brand with honesty. 
As occurred in the previous section, Respondents (n=252) provided their answers 
based on a 5-point Likert scale (1 – Strongly Disagree, 3 – Neutral, 5 – Strongly 
Agree). The statistical analysis table for all questions is visible below (table 12), ranked 
ascendingly based on their mean. 
As all actions had a positive aspect, skewness and kurtosis values are extremely high. 
Except “Maintaining the maximum degree of transparency to Stakeholders 
(Transparency Practices)” & “Human resource management practices that promote the 
development of employees (Human Resources Practices)” examples (mode=5), the 
mode values for all other questions accounted to 4. Similarly, the median appears the 
same for all paradigms, excluding “Sharing of financial statements to the general public 
(Transparency Practices)” (median=3).  
The former two values’ averages were the highest (μ= 4,294, σ= 0, 763 and μ= 4,254, 
σ= 0,851, respectively), while the latter value’s average was the lowest (μ= 3,313, 
σ=1,122). Per category, Digital marketing practices (2) had the lowest aggregate 
average, at 3,675, while communications practices (2) had the highest, at 4.153. The 
table containing all aggregate results can be seen below. On graphs, each action will 
be replaced by the code found on each parenthesis. 
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Table 12: Section 3 Descriptive Statistical Analysis 





of transparency to 
Stakeholders 
(Transparency 
















Practices A) 4,218 4 4 0,816 1,612 -1,132 0,101 
Accepting and 
explaining 
negative actions / 
situations to the 
general public 
(Crisis 
Management A) 4,214 4 4 0,794 3,189 -1,364 0,099 
Maintaining the 
maximum degree 
of transparency to 
the general public 4,198 4 4 0,838 2,107 -1,208 0,104 




































Responsibility A) 3,833 4 4 0,917 0,577 -0,757 0,114 
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Active presence of 
corporate / brand 
accounts on Social 
Media (Digital 
Marketing 
Practices B) 3,722 4 4 1,031 0,148 -0,677 0,128 






Practices A) 3,639 4 4 1,014 0,000 -0,591 0,126 
Creating corporate 
/ brand accounts 
on Social Media 
(Digital Marketing 
Practices A) 3,627 4 4 1,031 -0,265 -0,477 0,128 
Explain important 
and / or unpopular 
decisions to the 
general public (eg 
layoffs) (Crisis 
Management C) 3,492 4 4 1,095 -0,230 -0,539 0,136 
Sharing of 
financial 
statements to the 
general public 
(Transparency 
Practices D) 3,313 3 4 1,122 -0,637 -0,302 0,139 
 
As there are minor disagreements between demographic groups, no specific analysis 
per demographic is needed. Exceptions appear for “Explain important and/or unpopular 
decisions to the general public (eg layoffs) (Crisis Management)” action, as the male 
mean accounted to 3,738, compared to female’s 3,392. On the contrary, females’ 
mean for the “Creating corporate / brand accounts on Social Media (Digital Marketing 
Practices)” action was comparatively higher than the one appearing to their male 
counterparts (μ= 3,702 and μ= 3,475, respectively). All other differences between 
gender averages fall below 0.2, thus can be considered insignificant. 
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Reviewing the averages per category follows the same pattern, as well. In retrospect, 
respondents valued actions as honest, when actions are meaningful to their respective 
receivers. This explains both the highest and lowest scored actions; a maximum 
degree of transparency to stakeholders (an explanation for the term "stakeholders" was 
given for respondents) and HR Management practices that promote development for 
employees, are both actions targeted to specific groups. Sharing of financial 
statements and explaining important and/or unpopular decisions to the general public, 
conversely, scored low, as these actions are not of interest to the receiver.  
Table 13: Action Means per Category 
Actions ν μ 
Crisis Management 3 3,954 
Transparency Practices 4 3,848 
Digital Marketing Practices 2 3,675 
Communications Practices 2 4,153 
- All Communications-related Actions 4 3,914 
Human Resources Practices 2 3,946 
Corporate Social Responsibility 2 3,907 
Corporate Social Responsibility and Digital Marketing related actions should be 
mentioned separately, as well. Corporate Social Responsibility actions are valued; 
nevertheless, consistency here is key, as a concrete, actionable plan is perceived as 
more honest. Finally, while communication practices are favorable, digital marketing 
actions, in particular, fail to make an honest impression, even for digital natives; to 
make an “honest” difference, companies have to combine them with other 
communications actions and practices. Consistency, as visible from the “Stable and 
consistent communication strategy (Communications Practices)” question, is valued for 
communication as well.  
Finally, a qualitative, not required question was provided to the questionnaire, allowing 
respondents to provide their examples of honest actions. 32 respondents replied 
initially, but 16 of the answers were dimmed irrelevant (due to many “no” or completely 
non-related replies). The sample should be considered as insignificant. The answers 
were categorized and can be seen in the following table (Table 14). Aggregate graphs 
from the whole section can also be found below (graphs 3 and 4). 
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Graph 3: Brand Actions Correlated with Honesty (Frequency) 
 
Graph 4: Brand Actions Correlated with Honesty (μ & σ) 
 
  -30- 
Brand Trust attributes  
Combining the attributes of three different papers on brand trust from various 
perspectives (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) (Hess, 1995) (Mukherjee and Nath, 2007), 
respondents had to decide the relevance of each of the 7 (Altruistic behavior, Honesty, 
Open/sincere communication, Privacy, Security, Shared values, Reliability) (1 – 
Strongly Disagree, 3 – Neutral, 5 – Strongly Agree), then choose a maximum of the 
three most important traits that influence their brand trust.  
Table 15: Section 4 Descriptive Statistical Analysis 
Brand Trust 
Attributes μ Median Mode σ Kurtosis Skewness 
Confidence 
Level (95.0%) 
Reliability 4.611 5 5 0.578 5.206 -1.690 0.072 
Security 4.468 5 5 0.652 1.193 -1.098 0.081 
Honesty 4.385 4 5 0.667 2.468 -1.114 0.083 
Open, sincere 
communication 4.369 4 4 0.652 2.703 -1.069 0.081 
Shared values 4.040 4 4 0.836 0.976 -0.816 0.104 
Privacy 4.032 4 4 0.901 0.650 -0.886 0.112 
Altruistic behavior 3.571 3 3 0.927 -0.163 -0.105 0.115 
  
Table 16: Important Characteristics for Brand Trust (Count) 
Important Characteristics 
for Brand Trust 
Both Genders 
Count Female Count Male Count 
Reliability 189 126 62 
Security 150 102 47 
Honesty 133 87 46 
Open, sincere 
communication 
108 75 33 
Privacy 77 54 22 
Shared values 47 36 11 
Altruistic behavior 31 24 7 
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As visible from tables 15 and 16, participants from all demographic groups outranked 
“Reliability” as their first choice, both in terms of averages and counts (μ= 4.611, σ= 
0.578, count= 189). “Security” (μ= 4.468, σ= 0,652, count= 150) appeared as the 
second option for the vast majority of demographics, except for the 20-24 age group, 
as it was surpassed by “Honesty” and “Open/sincere communication” (μ= 4.429 for 
both, μ= 4.265 for “Security”).  
A compelling result appears for the third and fourth in rank options. In the aggregate, 
“Honesty” (μ=4,385, σ=0,667) and open/sincere communication (μ=4,369, σ=0,652) 
these two attributes were significantly close, with highly similar frequencies. Females’ 
average score was somewhat higher for “Honesty” (μ=4.392 over μ= 4.363) while 
males average score was slightly lower (μ=4.363 over μ= 4.375). The same is visible 
among all demographic groups, as well. 
However, a highly different result appears from the count table; counts for both genders 
are significantly higher for “Honesty”, closer to the score found in “Security”. Taking into 
consideration potential bias that some participants may have due to the questionnaire’s 
nature (honesty-focused), it seems that, while both attributes are highly important and 
inter-connected, honesty is required to brand trust, partially proving H3.  
“Privacy” (μ=4,032, σ= 0,901, count= 77), “Shared Values” (μ=4.040, σ= 0.836, count= 
47) and “Altruism” (μ=3.571, σ= 0.927, count= 31), while gathering the smallest number 
of counts, should not be considered as insignificant, since the results of the first 
question still show a positive correlation. 
To aggregate the results with a model-like approach, “Reliability”, “Security”, “Honesty” 
and “Open, sincere communication” should be considered as primary attributes leading 
to brand trust. “Privacy”, “Shared Values” and “Altruistic Behavior” can increase brand 
trust secondarily. However, further research is needed for these results to be compiled 
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Graph 5: Important Characteristics for Brand Trust (Frequency) 
 
Graph 6: Important Characteristics for Brand Trust (μ & σ) 
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Purchase intent for brand honesty and for brand trust  
The final section of the questionnaire included 5 different questions; however, they will 
be analyzed separately, per hypothesis. The first two questions reviewed consumers’ 
intent to buy an offering (product or service) from a brand, with a price premium. 
Participants had to choose the percentage of that premium, compared to the 
competition, for a brand that (question 1) considered as honest, or (question 2s) for a 
brand that they trust in general. For both questions, they were 11 options, ranging from 
0 – 100%. Descriptive analysis has been conducted, visible in table 17. Aggregate 
count is visible in graph 7. 
Table 17: Section 5 Descriptive Statistical Analysis 




If you consider a 
specific brand to be 
honest, how much 
more (%) would you 
pay for that brand's 
product/service 
(compared to the 
competition)? 5.512 5 8 2.671 -1.064 -0.068 0.331 
If you consider a 
specific brand to be 
trustworthy, how 
much more (%) 
would you pay for 
that brand's 
product/service 
(compared to the 
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Graph 7: Purchase intent for brand honesty and for brand trust (Count) 
 
Before analyzing the data, it is important to acknowledge that any outcomes depending 
on the exact amount of any price premium are unfounded. Unlike other relevant 
research, which had a specific market or/and an offering in mind, respondents could 
abstractly think of the product in question, thus providing vastly different answers. 
Evaluating the results as such explains the extremely high standard deviation 
(μ1=5.512, σ1=2.671 / μ2=6.091, σ2=2.634) and the high disparity, observed for both 
questions. Rather, the data here shows how respondents value both a brand’s honesty 
and their own trust in a specific brand, showing their intent to, indeed, pay a premium 
for their offerings, thus confirming H4.  
Gender-wise, however, there is a significant difference. In both questions, females 
mean is higher than the one observed for males, with a smaller standard deviation, 
showing a concentration of replies on higher values (μ1f= 5.860, σ1f= 2.526, μ1m= 4.825, 
σ1m= 2.818) (μ2f= 6.474, σ2f= 2.412, μ2m= 5.325, σ2m= 2.898). The salary levels analysis 
per gender for the respondents (See demographics analysis) shows that, by comparing 
the percentages, a woman was most likely to be on the lowest salary scale, 
considering, however, the disproportionality of the sample (νm= 80, νf=171). This 
suggests that women, even though they may have fewer earnings, appeared to be 
more inclined to pay a premium for honest and trusted brands, compared to men. 
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Brand honesty’s effect on Word of Mouth 
The next two questions aimed to create a connection between honest brands and word 
of mouth. While both used the 5-point Likert scale we already saw on other questions 
and were quite similar in nature, the second should be considered as much more 
persuasive.  
Table 18: Section 6 Descriptive Statistical Analysis 
Questions 
If you consider a specific 
brand to be honest, how 
likely would it be to 
recommend it to a friend? (1)  
If you consider a specific 
brand to be honest, how 
likely would it be to 
encourage a friend/relative to 
buy from the said brand? (2) 
μ 4.599 4.437 
Median 5 5 
Mode 5 5 
σ 0.664 0.757 
Kurtosis 8.817 4.139 
Skewness -2.390 -1.696 
Confidence 
Level 
(95.0%) 0.082 0.094 
 
Respondents agreed that honest brands deserve positive Word of Mouth, as “5 – 
Strongly agree” was the most used answer for both questions (table 18). In general, 
this is a clear validation of H5, as already established research was suggesting. 
Nevertheless, the sample was slightly more hesitant for the second question, as means 
and standard deviations indicates (μ1= 4.599, σ1=0.664) (μ2= 4.437, σ2=0.757). Males 
were slightly more hesitant compared to females, as can also be seen from the 
following table (table 19). 
  -36- 
Table 19: WoM Section’s Descriptive Statistical Analysis per Gender 
  Females Males 
Question 1 2 1 2 
μ 4,665 4,488 4,443 4,316 
Median 5 5 5 4 
Mode 5 5 5 5 
σ 0,595 0,715 0,780 0,840 
Kurtosis 8,111 3,038 7,902 4,964 
Skewness -2,281 -1,529 -2,298 -1,857 
Confidence 
Level(95,0%) 0,090 0,108 0,175 0,188 
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Brand honesty’s effect on Perceived Quality 
The last question of the survey involved on exploring the possibility that an honest 
brand’s offerings were perceived as of higher quality, using the already mentioned 5-
point Likert scale (1 – Strongly Disagree, 3 – Neutral, 5 – Strongly Agree). Table 20 
portrays the results below. 
Table 20: Association of a brand’s offering’s quality with brand honesty 
If you consider a specific brand to be honest, would you believe that the 
brand's products or services are of better quality?  
μ Median Mode σ Kurtosis Skewness 
Confidence 
Level(95.0%) 
3,889 4 4 0,886 0,551 -0,682 0,110 
 
It does seem that the sample’s mean, median and mode all tend to “4 – Slightly agree, 
showing that there is a slight correlation between perceived quality and honest brands. 
Genders’ means are almost equal, as well (μm=3,850, μf=3,901). What could be of 
interest, demographics wise, is that averages rose as age was rising as well (μ20-
24=3,735, μ25-29=3,828, μ30-34=4,000, μ35-39=4,000).  Therefore, there is a slight 
confirmation of H6, however further research should be done to ratify such results, due 
to a lack of research in the field. 
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Conclusions 
Managerial Implications 
Honesty does seem to have a place in branding, as customers seem willing to reward 
such behavior, not only by paying a price premium, but also through positive Word-of-
Mouth to their social circle. Additional benefits to honest brands contain a slight 
correlation with quality, as it could be seen as a secondary indicator of quality offerings, 
as results indicate. 
Earning the trust of customers and other stakeholders is extremely important for any 
brand; how to earn that trust is another story. The outcomes of the survey did show 
that honesty does play a primary role, alongside reliability, security, and open, sincere 
communication. Secondary measures could include sharing common values, a strong 
focus on privacy, or building an altruistic profile. 
Specific actions are, indeed, associated with honesty in branding. Decisive and 
transparent crisis management practices, a human-centric approach to reward human 
resources internally, and clear communication practices that prioritize the creation of 
multiple communication channels with consumers, are among the top choices for a 
brand to be considered as honest, thus enjoy the potential benefits that were analyzed 
above. On the contrary, measures that are normally of interest to specific target 
groups, such as sharing of financial stakeholders to the public, do not have significant 
value to the general public and should be considered secondarily.  
Finally, to create a brand that is considered honest, it has to be associated with other 
characteristics, as seen from Aaker’s model. In particular, “Reliable”, “Up-to-date”, 
“Secure”, “Wholesome”, and “Technical”, were the attributes a brand should have for 
an honest approach, as they have a positive correlation. On the contrary, “Western”, 
“Upper-Class”, “Rigid”, “Tough” and “Sentimental” are traits that should be avoided, as 
they are in reverse proportionally. In general, competent characteristics were the most 
important for brand honesty, showing a rather reasoned, and not emotional, approach 
of the sample, while ruggedness and “upper-class” characteristics were counter-
intuitive, for brands that care about their honest perception to the public. 
Brands that have specific target groups in mind should take into consideration that 
many differences appeared between genders, and even some very notable ones 
between demographic groups. Women, in particular, seem to value honesty more, as 
they are more eager to pay a higher price premium, as well as share positive Word-of-
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Mouth, compared to their male counterparts. As explained below, due to the research 
target group and gender imbalance, this paper can be used as a starting point for 
further research, allowing brands to conduct their surveys, focusing on their target 
groups. 
General Discussion 
After analyzing the main findings, all hypotheses were confirmed, partially or fully. In 
general, the results do seem to align with the literature. Of course, as already 
mentioned, this paper’s goal was not only explanatory, but exploratory; it was based on 
current papers in order to review a currently ignored topic, aiming to spark the 
conversation on brand honesty.  
As described to H1-6, this paper commences on what makes a brand honest, in terms 
of its characteristics and actions. Albeit the received criticism (Azoulay and Kapferer, 
2003) and attempts to improve the model (Kumar, 2018), Aaker’s (1998) model was 
used. Due to the dissertation’s introductory nature, all points of critique were nullified 
(Azoulay and Kapferer, 2003) (Kumar, 2018), as the search was centered to brand 
traits associated with honesty in general, and not solely of the “brand personality” facet, 
as described from Kapferer’s brand identity prism (2012).  
All sincerity characteristics, while generally scoring positively, were not the first options. 
Instead, a clear outcome of the results is how honesty is strongly connected with 
reliability; reliability received the highest scores, not only to its association with honesty 
but as the primary prerequisite for brand trust. The same goes for other, more technical 
qualifications, such as up-to-date, secure (which was the second most important trait 
for brand trust), and technical; the sample appears to value characteristics of a brand 
that are literal and are connected to competence. On the contrary, characteristics that 
show a complete lack of feelings (ex. tough, rigid, western), unstable feelings (ex. 
sentimental), or an upper-class status have a negative impact. Many of the above were 
categorized to ruggedness characteristics. It is also visible that the primarily associated 
traits of honesty for humans (Ashton, Lee and Son, 2000) are different from the ones 
seen for brand honesty.  
Action-wise, quite surprisingly, corporate social responsibility correlation with honesty 
failed to score the highest. This has been expected, as many of the potential benefits of 
honesty do match with the ones of corporate social responsibility, as seen above. 
Having said that, they still have significance, but they were outperformed by crisis 
management, human resources, and communication practices that prioritize an honest 
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approach, especially during times that may test the company’s credibility and profile to 
the outside world.  
Reviewing current brand trust models has been one of the main goals of this paper, 
upscaling the importance of honesty in the process. Results suggest that the model of 
Morgan & Hunt (1994) should be used solely for relationship marketing purposes, as 
for general purposes it seems outdated, while the model of Mukherjee and Nath (2007) 
reflects the results of the survey. The way brands do business has rapidly changed; the 
highest performers, reliability and security, do point to that. However, the importance of 
honesty, an attribute that Hess (1995) included, is elevated. There is a need for new 
models on brand trust, exploring the possibility of including honesty as a central 
attribute, among others. The outcomes of this paper indicate that primary traits of brand 
trust are reliability, security, honesty, and open, sincere communication, with secondary 
traits being privacy, shared values, and altruistic behavior. However, further research is 
needed to ratify these results as a proper model; as this research has been focusing on 
honesty, there could be a certain bias that influenced participants towards that 
direction. 
Considering all limitations on the issue, paying a price premium for honest brands is 
not out of the question, as participants were eager to spend more in general, in such a 
case. The results do show a potentially unrealistic percentage, as the question referred 
to no specific market, as happens with other papers of its kind (Harris, 2007) (Sellers, 
2016). Nevertheless, that is a clear, promising indication for further research on 
specialized markets.  
Positive word-of-mouth, as expected, is linked with brand honesty. Respondents were 
adamant about rewarding such brands, by “promoting” them to peers in their social 
circle, fully confirming the literature. Questions asked differed, as the first was focusing 
on a purely referral, no-strings-attached basis, while the second had an urging nature. 
Participants appeared to be open to both cases, however evidence shows that they felt 
more comfortable with the first one. Females were slightly prompter than males in 
general.  
Ultimately, respondents did slightly associate honesty with offerings’ quality, as 
suggested by O’Connor and Meister’s work (2008). This is the case for both genders.  
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Limitations 
While the survey’s sample is adequate, with decent geographical and demographical 
distribution, the wide difference between the two genders should be noted. Since the 
sampling is considered random and the survey was distributed online, this was not 
unexpected. Of course, as many of the findings suggest, it seems that brand honesty 
as a subject was less popular to men, so this may have influenced the eagerness of 
male viewers to participate. Demographically wise, the lack of people with less than 
secondary education completed (Primary School, Gymnasium) is notable as well, 
however, due to the age group should not be considered uncommon. 
Other, non-digital methods for conducting the survey were essentially forbidden due to 
COVID-19 restrictions, or were not feasible (ex. distributing the survey by mail or 
telephone). Facebook was selected due to its wide appeal and popularity of different 
Facebook groups, which could expose the survey to a truly wide audience. Of course, 
this method has its limitations (ex. the user decides if she/he will participate) that 
influenced the results (ex. gender imbalance).  
Question-wise, all limitations were properly mentioned alongside their analysis. 
Concerning brand actions and brand trust models, no negative actions and traits were 
used, in order to calculate potential negative effects.   
Finally, as the survey was conducted for Greek residents of specific age groups (20 to 
39 years of age), the survey results cannot be extracted from the general population as 
is, nor people of other ethnicities, due to potential cultural and value differences. This 
was unavoidable, as a specific target group had to be set. On the other hand, the 
research was not conducted by having a specific market in place, which would have 
allowed for clearer results in some questions (ex. depending on the amount of the price 
premium, as seen above).  
Having said that, the goal of this paper was not solely explanatory, but also exploratory. 
Rather, its primary target, due to the lack of literature on the subject, is to spark the 
discussion and to be considered as a good starting point for other, similar future 
papers. 
Further Research 
A primary goal of this research has been to provide a basis for further research on 
brand honesty, its effects on brand trust and brand performance, among others. This 
paper’s nature has been introductory to the subject, therefore further developments on 
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brand honesty, specialized to specific business areas researches (to allow for more 
accurate and trustworthy results on specific questions), or focusing on specific 
demographic groups (ex. males, as they were severely underrepresented in this 
sample), are both highly encouraged.  
This paper’s lack of negative consequential answers for most of the questions, 
excluding the first section on brand personality altogether, is noted. Understanding 
what builds an honest profile for brands is pivotal, albeit acknowledging what 
diminishes it is of equal value. Further researches on negatively affecting actions and 
traits would provide a spherical perspective on how brands become honest or 
dishonest in the eyes of their customers. 
Finally, a rather interesting finding of this paper is how specific models on brand trust 
may be outdated, as humanity has rapidly altered the way it does business. Further 
model developments will be highly appreciated, as they would hold significant value, 
both for managerial and academic purposes.  
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Appendix 
Table 1: Age Groups per Gender. 
Age Groups ν % Males %2 Females %3 
20-24 49 19.44% 15 18.75% 33 19.30% 
25-29 87 34.52% 30 37.50% 57 33.33% 
30-34 53 21.03% 12 15.00% 41 23.98% 
35-39 63 25.00% 23 28.75% 40 23.39% 
SUM 252 100.00% 80 100.00% 171 100.00% 
 
Table 2: Sample Employment Type per Gender. 
Employment Type ν % Men % Women % 
Unemployed  37 14.68% 9 11.25% 28 16.37% 
Student 46 18.25% 15 18.75% 30 17.54% 
Part Time Position 10 3.97% 1 1.25% 9 5.26% 
Full Time Position 105 41.67% 33 41.25% 72 42.11% 
Freelancer/Self-
Employed 36 14.29% 13 16.25% 23 13.45% 
Remote/Flexible 
Position 8 3.17% 3 3.75% 5 2.92% 
Business Owner 10 3.97% 6 7.50% 4 2.34% 
SUM 252 100.00% 80 100.00% 171 100.00% 
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Table 3: Salary Levels per Gender. 
Salary Levels ν % Men % Women % 
0-9.999 127 50.40% 32 40.00% 94 54.97% 
10.000 - 19.999 90 35.71% 32 40.00% 58 33.92% 
20.000 - 29.999 23 9.13% 10 12.50% 13 7.60% 
30.000 - 39.999 7 2.78% 3 3.75% 4 2.34% 
40.000 + 5 1.98% 3 3.75% 2 1.17% 
SUM 252 100% 80 100% 171 100% 
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Figure 1 & 2: Comparison between Geographical Distribution of the Sample and 
Greece’s 2011 Geographical Distribution. 
 
 
